Chairman and Members of Board of Cont 


met 


Members of City Cot 


We have asked our lawyers, Christilaw, Wigle, Goldberg and Stanger, 
to prepare a reply to the reports presented by Messrs. Rouff and 


Monaghan, dated July 12 and 13, 1971 respectively. 


Our legal advisors have had access to the same reports to which 
Messrs. Monaghan and Rouff had access, namely Hanscomb Roy Associates! 
[nterim Financial Report dated March 3, 1971, Trevor Garwood-Jones' 
Report dated April 2, 1971 and Hanscomb Roy Associates! Final 
Remeasurement Report dated June 11, 1971. in addition, they have 


also used material from our office files. 


My own report is of a more personal nature and is given from the 
point of view of the only professional to be associated continuously 


with this project since 1966. 


A. Completeness of Drawings - Rough Working Drawings 


1. The architect and his consultants completed al! the work required 
of them under the heading of Rough Working Drawings on schedule 
and sufficiently detailed to enable the construction economist 
TO prepare adequate schedules of approximate quantities. 

Z. Ihe above is substantiated by - 

Hanscomb Roy Associates 

Quist & Associates Ltd. 

Keith Associates Ltd. 

Bolt, Beranek and Newman Inc. 

Russel! Johnson Associates 

Cosens Electric Ltd. (electrical sub-contractor) 

Goodram Bros. Ltd. (mechanical sub-contractor) 
B. Completeness of Drawings - Final Working Drawings 

1. The final working drawings are complete; this is substantiated 

by = 
Hanscomb Roy Associates 
OUIST & Associates Ltd. 
Keith Associates Ltd. 


Bolt, Beranek and Newman Inc. 
Russell Johnson Associates 


Cy Gos7 Contino) = Responc inhi ty 
1. The architect and his consultants, under the terms and conditions 
of the architect's contract with the City, were not responsible 
TOW scost COMMOl OM Tne prolreer. 
2. Hanscomb Roy Associates were responsible for cost control of the 
project under the terms and conditions of their contract with 


the City. 


Ci 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2024 with funding from 
Hamilton Public Library 


https://archive.org/details/responsebyarchit0Ounse 


3. The above is substantiated by the architect's contract with the 
City and Hanscomb Roy Associates! contract with the City. 
D. Design Team ~ Co-operation 


1. The design team consisted of the fol lowing: 


The Architect - Trevor P. Garwood-Jones Hamilton 

Quist & Associates Ltd. Hamilton 

Keith Associates Ltd. Toronto and Montreal 
ONG Fever itd. Hamilton and Montreal 
Cazaly=OTter Ltd. Toronto 

Bolt, Beranek and Newman Inc. New York 

Russel! Johnson Associates New York 


2. All members of the design team, with the exception of one, 
co-operated to the fullest extent in forming an efficient and 
harmonious team. 

3. The above can be substantiated by the following: 

Quist & Associates Ltd. 
Keith Associates Ltd. 
Cazaly-Otter Ltd. 
Bolt, Beranek and Newman Inc. 
Russel! Johnson Associates 

—E. Desian Changes 

1. Since construction commenced (October 1970), design changes 
have resulted in an increase of less than 1/3 of 1% of the 
value of construction completed to date. 

2. The above can be substantiated by the following: 

City of Hamilton (authorized Cnange Orders) 


Fria Constreiction Go. Lid. 
Hanscomb Roy Associates 
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Mr. Monaghan's Report Pade 3 - 


Mr. Monaghan has extracted from the Architect's report of January 31, 1967 


certain tigures relating to the Architects cost estimates, and it is as 


well if some explanation of these figures be given. 


Our estimated construction cost at this time (1967) was $6,844,000 (allowing 
us the privilege of taking our maximum estimate); if we add to this figure 
the estimated amount for furniture, fixtures and fees, we arrive at the 
estimated total project cost as follows: 

$6,844,000 Estimated construction cost 


$1,655,000 Estimated furniture, fixtures and fees 


$8,677,000 Estimated total project cost. 


[In deducting the fees of $550,000, as explained in our report of January 31, 
1967 we arrive at a lump-sum figure of $8,127,000. This figure represents 
the Architect's 1967 estimate for the cost of the project, assuming that 


the work was tendered in the first part of 1968. 


However, aS we now know, the client was unable to proceed with the project 
at that Time, and the project was not tendered until the Fall of 1970 - 23 years 
later. If we assume a modest escalation of 7% per annum, we find that the 
Architect estimated the cost of this building as $9,594,450. We refer you 


to Mr. Monaghan's first page of his report on which he states that the 
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lump-sum contract (construction costs, without fees) now stands at 

TOROS, 528 It is therefore apparent that we estimated the cost of the 
building with great accuracy. However, it should be carefully noted 

that the contract between the City and the Architect states that the 
Architect would not undertake to guarantee the accuracy of his estimates - 
and this is extremely important. Taking fnto account the history of cost 
escalations on all major theatres built in Canada and the complexity of 
the project, it would hardly have been wise for the Architect to assume 


responsibility for the highly specialized job of cost estimating. 


Attention should be drawn to the fact that from June 1969 onward all cost 
estimates for the Theatre-Auditorium were prepared by the City's cost 
advisors, Hanscomb Roy Associates, although they were not officially 


appointed by Council until February 1970. 


Page 5 - Top of the page 
Although Mr. Monaghan points out that the Client/Architect agreement between 


the City of Hamilton and the Architect only required the City to approve the 
Theatre and Acoustics consultants, it should be noted that the Client's 
Co-ordinating Committee (according to Mr. Rouff's report "set up by Council 
_to supervise the project") insisted on approving the appointment of all the 
consultants. We refer you to the Minutes of the Meeting held on March 7, 
1968. At this meeting it was made perfectly clear that the Co-ordinating 


Committee required to "officially appoint" the consultants. 


rede 3) = Fourth paragraph 


Here Mre Monaghan has had to extrapolate certain figures from the BBN report; 
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unfortunately, in arriving at his square foot figure of 144,854, he has 


foraotten to add in the administration offices. 


Mr. Monaghan refers to Section 24 of the Twenty-second Report of the 

Board of Control adopted by City Council on June 9, 1970 in which the 

cost of the project was increased to a total amount of $8,413,000. a 
should be explained that the cost of the project was approved at this 

time to include such additional costs as the first stage of the parking 
facility, the cooling equipment originally planned to be part of the 
Civic Centre heating and cooling plant, and the lowering of the entrance 
vestibule to accommodate the changes, made by the Civic Square Design 

. Co-ordinator, Mr. 9. Thom, to the Plaza level-cot Civic Centre, west of the 


Auditorium. The above items were initiated and approved by the City. 


Contrary to Mr. Monaghan's claim that "in late 1970 there were indications 
that the cost of the project would increase", there were no reliable 
indications of any major increases in the cost of the project lovato 1970. 
only vague rumours. It is also a distortion of the facts tO stare, as he 
does in the same paragraph, that the cost rose from $7,732,000 to $10,785,000: 
The figure of $7,732,000 is the net construction cost = meaning without fees, 
fund raising costs, General Manager's salary, etc., etc., etc.); the figure 


of $10,783,000 includes fees, fund raising costs, CiGwsteiGape Cics 


The true comparison should therefore be made between $7,732,000 and the 


current cost of $9,250,000. 


Page 8 - Section 5 
Mr. Monaghan's statement, "Unfortunately, the percentage completeness of 
the various drawings at the time of tender was not as anticipated and 
the dates in the said schedule were not met by the design team", is yet 
another distortion of the facts. What conclusive evidence has 

Mr. Monaghan to back his point? - we suggest none. I+ must be clearly 
understood that the Architect and all consultants not only completed 
their drawings on time but succeeded in conveying more information 


on the rough working drawings and by additional reports, etc. than was 


expected of them at that time. 


Bearing in mind the agreed 90 - 95% of drawings and ancillary information 
required by Hanscomb Roy Associates to carry out their preparation of the 
Schedule of Approximate Quantities, at the time of tender the following 
stages of drawing preparation were reached: 


Architectural - approx. 99% of drawings, specifications and 
ancillary information complete 


Mechanical - approx. 95% of drawings, specifications and 
ancillary information complete 


Electrical - approx. 95% of drawings, specifications and 
ancillary information complete 


Structural = 
Structural Steel Drawings and ancillary information - approx. 
90% complete 


Reinforced Concrete Drawings and ancillary tnformation - approx. 
90% complete. 
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Page 8 - Bottom of the page 


Mr. Monaghan further comments that "the final working drawings have shown 
there is a greater amount of work to be done than was contemplated by the 
Schedules of Approximate Quantities and rough working drawings issued for 


the calling of tenders". 


Firstly, Mr. Monaghan conveniently lumps together the Schedule of 
Approximate Quantities and the rough working drawings as being one and 
the same thing. In actual fact the Schedules of Approximate Quantities 
contain far less construction work than that shown on the rough working 


drawings and ancillary information. 


Secondly, we should point out that comparisons should be made between 
the rough working drawings and the final working drawings, and not between 


the Schedule of Approximate Quantities and the final working drawings. 


Thirdly, as the final Architectural price at remeasurement came ine 
LESS than the original tender, we cannot apply Mr. Monaghan's comment to 


This Section. 


Overruns did in fact appear in the mechanical and electrical sections and 


are detailed as foll!ows:- 


e Mechanical $56,509 


Electrical $27,550 


$84 ,059 
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These figures are substantially supported by the mechanical and electrical 


sub-trades. 


As shown, Mr. Monaghan's criticism applies only in part to the 


Siclictlieea| Section ot TNe wrojecr:= 


(a) Steel 
Structural Steel original tender $701,000 
Final Remeasurement figure $769 ,000 
Difference $68,000 - or approx. 10% 


(b) Reinforced Concrete 
The 10% allowable discrepancy which appeared in the 
reinforced concrete section may have arisen in the area 
of the ancillary information supplied by SNC Filer to 


Hanscomb Roy, some of which was conveyed to Hanscomb Roy 


Associates verbally by SNC Filer. 


It may well be argued that, during the course of construction between 
October 1970 and January 1971 - which was when most of the ‘extra! 
reinforced concrete structural work was physically built on the site - 
Hanscomb Roy could have informed the client of the increase in cost 
of the work shown on SNC Filer's final reinforced concrete structural 
drawings. It could also be argued that, if fhe eoneren Contractor 


had sufficient detailed information to build the structure, Hanscomb 
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Roy could presumably have measured the material, either on the drawings 
or on the site, and discovered that this was in excess of the 
information shown either on (1) SNC Filer's rough working drawings, 

or (2) given to them verbally by SNC Filer prior to fender, or 


(3) contained in their Schedule of Approximate Quantities. 


Repeating Mr. Monaghan's incorrect supposition that, "the percentage 
completeness of the various drawings at the time of tender was not 
as anticipated and the dates in the said schedule were not met by 
the design team", we refer to C.M.T. Meeting #28, August 18, 1970, 
and we find several statements to the effect that everything is on 
schedule. At C.M.T. Meeting #29, August 25, 1970 - page 2 = There 
is a comment by Hanscomb Roy Associates to the effect that, 


Ws stack of information from Filer is restraining Hanscomb 
Roy's progress." 


At C.M.T. Meeting #30, September 1, 1970, we are told by Hanscomb 
Roy in the Construction Economist's Report that everything is on 


schedule. 
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Page 10 - Section V_- Construction Management Team 


Mr. Monaghan reports the fol lowing: "An examination of the Minutes of 

the C.M.T. meetings shows that the work during the initial stages proceeded 
on schedule. However in June 1970 there are indications that the schedule 
was not being met and the decision was made to proceed with the pretendering 


of the structural steel work based on 75% completion of drawings". 


Mr. Monaghan is referring to C.M.T. Meeting #17 held on June 2 - approximately 
3 weeks after Council approved the sketch scheme design of the Theatre. AT 
this time there was no detailed schedule of structural steel drawings, in 

fact one of the purposes of the meeting on June 2 was to establish a firm 
schedule and determine what percentage of the structural steel drawings 

could be completed by July 1970 so that an order for a block tonnage of 

stee! could be placed with Algoma Steel Co. Importantly, it should be 

noted that at C.M.T. #21 on July 2, 1970 Hanscomb Roy Associates reported 

the following: 


"Status Report of June 26 has been issued to all consultants. 


Essentially everything on schedule." 


Page 11 = Section VI = Construction Economists - First paragraph 


When Mr. Monaghan refers to the lack of information supplied by the Architect 
to Hanscomb Roy Associates, he uses the term "the Architect" very loosely, 
and he should be more specific. There is no evidence whatsoever to prove 
that T.P. Garwood-Jones did not supply ample information to Hanscomb Roy 
Associates, and in our opinion there is evidence to show that of the six 
major consultants, there was only one consultant who could be partly saddled 


with this charge - SNC Filer - and in his case we feel he met the minimum 
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requirements of Hanscomb Roy by giving them verbal tnformation on some 
of the foundations. 
Page Il = Second paragraph 


This paragraph is most revealing in that it shows the problems that can 
arise when a civil engineer (Mr. Monaghan), not, in our opinion, too 
familiar with the common practices of architectural construction work, 

is engaged to work on a complex theatre project. As an example of what 
appears to be the intentional ignoring of procedure in the architectural 
practice, we cite the wiring and conduit layout for lighting. Mr. Monaghan, 
we feel certain, wants to give the impression that Hanscomb Roy Associates 
were forced into doing the drawings for the wiring and conduit layout - this 


is absolutely untrue. 


Contrary to Mr. Monaghan's statement, Hanscomb Roy Associates had, in fact, 
a choice between preparing their own wiring and conduit layout drawings or 
obtaining quotations by a traditional method. It should also be pointed out 
that the preparation of these lighting, wiring and conduit drawings was 
mainly part of Hanscomb Roy's work, since they chose this particular method 
of computing their quantities, and is rarely included in the mechanical and 


electrical consultants! work. 


Having opted to do their own drawings for this section of the work, Hanscomb 
Roy Associates missed out large quantities of wiring and conduit. We do agree 
with Mr. Monaghan that perhaps the Construction Economists were unwise in 
producing their own drawings - but we do not agree with the reasons given by 
Mr. Monaghan. We submit that a major part of the increase in the costs of 


the general contract is a result of the difference between (a) the wiring 
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and conduit which Hanscomb Roy had undertaken to calculate, and (b) the 
wiring and conduit which the mechanical and electrical sub-trades had to 
build into the building to meet the requirements of the final working 

drawings which are, incidentally, almost identical to the rough working 


drawings for these trades. 


Mr. Monaghan draws an absolutely tncorrect conclusion when he makes 
reference to "the change in scope of the work now required by the final 
working drawings and specifications for these trades (mechanical and 
electrical) as compared to the Schedules of Approximate Quantities and 

the rough working drawings available at time of tender". To attempt to 
give the impression that the Schedules of Approximate Quantities and the 
rough working drawings are one and the same document and that they 
contained exactly the same information is again highly misleading. 
According to Quist & Associates the difference between (1) the mechanical 
and electrical rough working drawings and ancillary information aie 

(2) the mechanical and electrical final working drawings is approximately 
$85,000 - See Architect's report of April 2, 1971 - Appendix E; The 
difference between (1) the. rough working drawings and ancillary information 
(prepared by Quist & Keith) and (2) the Schedules of Approximate Quantities 


(prepared by Hanscomb Roy Associates) is approximately $800,000. 


° 


It would therefore appear that the Schedules of Approximate Quantities 
did not include the complete information as indicated on the rough working 


drawings as supplied by the mechanical and electrical engineers. 
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Page 11 - Section VII = Architect 

[In order to correct a false impression given by Mr. Monaghan we give the 
following information. The Architect's design team consisted of the 
following: 

1. The Architect (Hamilton); 2. Bolt, Beranek & Newman (New York); 

3. Russel! Johnson Associates (New York);> 4. Quist & Associates (Hamilton); 
5. Keith & Associates (Montreal & Toronto); 6. SNC Filer Ltd. (Hamilton & 
Montreal); 7. Cazaly-Otter Ltd. (Toronto). With one exception, the group 
worked together as a most harmonious team and except for SNC Filer Ltd., 
who has been replaced by Omen Lee Associates, the same team is together 
today still working in complete harmony. Apart from the correspondence 

_ which was carried on between SNC Filer, the Architeet and Hanscomb Roy 
Associates in an effort to sort out the problems which arose with this 
consultant, we challenge Mr. Monaghan to produce any information to show 
dissention or disunity in the design team. A most cordial and professional 


relationship has developed over the period of this project. 


Fede: iz = Section VII - Reasons for and responsibility for Cost Escalation 
Mr. Monaghan asks the question "Is the City constructing the Theatre- 


Auditorium it started out to build?" We wish the answer were as simple 
as it appears to be to Mr. Monaghan, but | suppose we have to agree that 
when one considers the very first concept of the Theatre, the answer must 
be 'No', However, again we must take issue with Mr. Monaghan's neglect in 


getting down to facts. 


The Theatre Foundation first made a suggestion that the Theatre comprise 


110,000 gross sq. ft. We would draw to your attention that on page 2 of 
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their 1965 report the Theatre Foundation stated the fol lowing: 


"The number of alternatives to be presented in the short 
time available precludes any degree of accuracy in the 
estimates. Such estimates must be substantiated later 
by experts in the field of Theatre construction. They 


are offered solely as a guide to assist the Executive 

Committee prepare its recommendation to the Trustees" 
Later it was decided by the client to build a joint Theatre and 
Convention facility; and at another still later stage it was suggested 
that a 2,000 seat Theatre, an 800 seat Playhouse and a Convention-Trade 
Centre be built as one complex; however, the client finally decided, 
after twice changing the site, to build a 2,000 seat Theatre-Auditorium 
as Stage 1 of the total complex of Theatre and Convention-Trade Centre, 
but the Theatre should in Stage 1 incorporate some of the facilities 
originally intended to be part of the Trade-Convention facility. These 
various moves and alterations in the original concept were approved by 
Counci! and the Architect proceeded with his design, giving in January 1967, 

the suggested estimated area of the Theatre as 168,107 sq. ft. - and as 

you will now know, this estimate compares very favourably with the present 
day figure of 169,000 gross sq. ft. Both these square-foot figures are 
measured on the basis of the established rules laid down by the Institute 


of Quantity Surveyors. 


Mr. Monaghan complains that "the relationship between gross area of The 
building and total area of the building is unclear". An explanation of the 
methods of measuring the square-foot area of buildings appears to be 
necessary here to explain once again to Mr. Monaghan how the figure of 


216,250. sd». tt. is arrived at. 
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There are three methods of measuring the area of a building - 


(1) gross total sq. ft. - includes everything in the building, e.g. all 
storage areas, underfloor air trenches over 6'6" jin height, 
mechanical penthouses, janitor's closets, craw! spaces, etc., etc. 


Measurements are taken round the outside of the walls. 

(2) gross sq. ft. as laid down by the rulés of the Institute of Quantity 
Surveyors - does not include parking areas, duct space, attic space, 
etc. 

(3) net sq. ft. = includes al] usable spaces, but does not include 
hallways, corridors, janitor's closets, wall thicknesses, etc. - 


measurements are taken on the inside of the walls. 


The cross total sq. ft. figure of 216,236 sq. fT. was: given by the Architect 
to the Co-ordinating Committee to enable a comparison to be made between the 
Hamilton Theatre and the theatres in Winnipeg and Regina which had been 
measured in the same way. The comparison cast the Hamilton facility in a 
very favourable light. Mr. Monaghan was well aware of the basis on which 


this information had been prepared. 


The figure of 169,000 sq. ft. given by the contractor is measured under The 


rules of the Institute of Quantity Surveyors and is approximately correct. 


Rade si Section VI! - Last paragraph 


Mr. Monaghan's conclusion that "the principal reason for the cost 
escalation is that the drawings and specifications on which the General 
Contract was let were not sufficiently complete ....." is entirely erroneous 


and deliberately misleading in the face of overwhelming evidence to the 
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contrary. The drawings, specifications and ancillary information given 
to the Construction Economist were more Than suffictent for them To 
prepare their approximate quantities to 90 - 95% of the contract content; 
and even if this were not so, then It was the responsibility of Hanscomb 
Roy Associates to provide design allowances to cover the work which they 
knew had to go into the Theatre but for which they did not have complete 


details. One must always remember that if the drawings had been fully 


complete so that all that Hanscomb Roy Associates had to do was to take 


W 


off the quantities, then surely one would ask the question "Why not 

tender on a traditional basis without the benefit of the Schedule of 
Approximate Quantities?" It must be obvious that if Hanscomb Roy Associates 
_ required the drawings to be 100% complete to carry out the work for which 


they were employed, then the contractor could just as easily have measured 


the work and submitted bids. In view of the shortage of time, it was 


never expected that the Architect and his consultants would be able To 
complete their drawings, therefore it was necessary to employ a 1 LyncOur 
specialists to prepare a Schedule of Approximate Quantities on which the 
General Contractor and his sub-trades could bid. This is the very 


definition of PARTIAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT. 


Ragem leis = Flrest paragraph 


Contrary to Mr. Monaghan's statement, | repeat again that it was not the 
Architect's responsibility to complete the rough working drawings beyond 
90% of the total construction of the building. This was clearly laid out 
in all schedules, correspondence, minutes of meetings, etc., etc. It is 


a fact that in most areas of the building we exceeded this figure. 
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Mr. Monaghan charges that "there is no evidence that he (the Architect) 
advised the City that he was behind schedule and that the calling of 
tenders should be deferred". Of course there is no evidence, for the 
very simple reason that we were not behind schedule and therefore it was 
unnecessary to defer the calling of tenders. Mr. Monaghan should be 
advised that had the question arisen regarding deferment of the calling 
of tenders that this would in any event have been a matter for the 
Construction Management Team to decide and not for the Architect on his 


OWn. 


Page 13 - Third paragraph 
Mr. Monaghan states that the Architect and Construction Economist "may 
hold that the City was kept informed". There is no doubt in our minds 
that we do hold that the City was kept informed at all times. At no 
time did we have any information regarding cost escalation which was kept 
from the client. There is absolutely no evidence that the Architect 
received any information regarding cost increases prior to the commencement 
of construction, but much evidence is available to prove that he was 
informed by the City's agents, Hanscomb Roy Associates, that he was on 
budget. As recently as January 14, 1971, we received a letter from 
Hanscomb Roy Associates which reads, in part, as follows: 

"We have examined the mechanical drawings dated December 29, 

1970 (final construction and remeasurement drawings) and 

wish to report that, apart from the original comments, no 

changes were apparent from the original conception of the 

various systems etc. as shown on the rough working drawings 

and as incorporated in our schedules of approximate quantities. 

Any variations including those noted herein, should be 


contained within the design allowances included in the 
tendering documents." 


[+ was not until. February 1971 that the Cost Economist informed the 


Architect that (1) we could expect substantial increases in the 
structural, mechanical and electrical work prepared by our consultants, 
and (2) that the architectural work prepared directly by the Architect 


might be less than the budget figure. One month later, when most of the 
remeasurement had been completed, it was shown that these facts were 


indeed correct. 


Mr. Monaghan is correct in stating that under "Section 31 of Instructions 
to General Contract Bidders" the dates are listed for the anticipated 
completion of the final working drawings. However, it is not true to 

say that none of these was met. Although the matter has absolutely 

no bearing whatsoever on the subject of project costs, but because of 

the misleading manner in which Mr. Monaghan has presented this section 

of his report, we are obliged again to state the facts so that there 

can be no misunderstanding with regard to our original intentions on 


final working drawings. 


On January 26, 1970 we issued to the Client a Bar Chart Time Table showing 
the nine principal stages which would have to be completed in order that 

a construction start could be made at the beginning of October 1970 (See 
Appendix A). A comparison of the completed dates as now known with the 
proposed dates oes that this whole schedule was adhered to with 
remarkable accuracy, and the only major change is that nine months were 
saved on the completion of final working drawings since it was not 
originally intended that final working drawings would be ready until 


November 1971. As we progressed through the rough working drawing stage, 
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it became obvious to the design team that we would be able to complete 
the final working drawings at an earlier date than originally expected. 
lt was therefore proposed that we indicate in the contract that we 


anticipated issuing to the General Contractor the final drawings earlier 
than proposed in our original schedule. We used the word "anticipated" 
since we were not certain at that stage how near to these dates we 
actually would be. These hae would have had little importance if the 


project had been on budget. 


It should be noted that The final architectural working drawings were 
completed on February 5, 1971 within 5 days of the anticipated completion 


date for architectural drawings. 


Pade. I4-= Mirst paragraph 


Again, Mr. Monaghan's comments do not convey the true facts: '".... the 
Board will recall that when indications of large cost increases on the 
project came to its attention, it directed the Architect to 'freeze' the 
drawings and addenda as at 2 April 1971". The decision to freeze the 
drawings and addenda as of April 2, 1971 was not made by Board of Control 
but was made at Construction Management Team Meeting #61 held on 
March 30, 1971 = quote from Minutes = Page Z - litem E: 

"The Chairman (the Architect) asked whether or not there 

were any comments from C.M.T. members on Frid's desire 

to close off remeasurement as stated in their letter of 

March 29, 1971. The Construction Economist (Hanscomb Roy) 

agreed with Frid's comments. However, the Chairman stated 


that Frid had no authority to determine when the issue of 
remeasurement addenda would cease when negotiations had 
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not as yet been completed for many of the trades. The 
Chairman stated that he wanted to know when negotiations 
would be complete in order that al remeasurement addenda 
could be terminated a week prior to that date. The Chairman 
stated that, for example, the storage room beneath the 
Studio-Recital-Meeting room should be included in the 
concrete remeasurement. The Construction Economist pointed 
out that there were still a number of sub-trades to be 


negotiated. 

"in order to allow the negotiations to be finalized as 
rapidly as possible, the Chairman stated that the cut-off 
date, or the last date for the issue of addenda in any 
trade, would be up to and including April De Ore 


Page 14 - Second paragraph 


Mr. Monaghan states, "To give some indication of the state of the 
final working drawings, at the date of WritinG, 22 Architeer's Site 
Instructions (clarifications) along with 28 Contemplated Change Notices 


affecting costs have been issued by the Architect to the Contractor." 


This is one of the most damaging statements made by Mr. Monaghan in that 
he implies that the working drawings are not yet complete and that there 
are many changes going on all the time resulting in an increased cost on 


the project. 


We should point out that the working drawings are complete. However, 

Site Instructions and Change Orders will continue to be issued until the 
end of the job. Ary professional with experience in theatre construction 
is aware of the fact that theatres are highly complex structures and many 
changes are made during the course of construction. We know of no theatres 
where this general statement does not apply. The evidence contradicting 


‘Mr. Monaghan's statement is overwhelming. 
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lf Mr. Monaghan knows of any multi-million dollar Theatre constructed 
in North America in the last ten years where a considerable number of 
site instructions or change orders were not issued, then he should draw 
this to our attention since, as the result of our extensive research, we 


know of none. 


While we and our consultants are striving tremendously hard to produce a 
Theatre which is better and gives more value for money than any Theatre 
yet built in Canada, we have to admit that we have not yet reached 
perfection! I+ should be noted that highly qualified professionals, 
knowledgeable in Theatre construction, have stated that our drawings are 


quite complete and equal to the best of those for other projects. 


Page 14 - Third paragraph 


Mr. Monaghan's conclusion ("..... we are no longer as confident as we were 
on 11 May 1971 that this project is under’ reasonable cost contro!") is 
unreasonable. As has been pointed out and explained fully earlier in this 
report, we are not responsible for the cost control on this project; 
however, we must in all fairness state that other than the serious error 
of the difference between the cost of the total project as reflected on 
the final working drawings and the scope of work originally reflected in 
the Schedules of Approximate Quantities, Hanscomb Roy Associates have 


done all in their power to maintain a tight cost control on this project. 


Mr. Monaghan's attitude on changes to the project appears to us to be 


unreasonable. Ina letter to us dated June 18, 1971 he states: 
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"Any additional moneys needed to cover the cost of future 


change orders will be covered by an off-setting credit by 
removing from or altering some other part of the contract. 
This principal (sic) wit! include any additional costs 
resulting from making provision for the temporary boiler 
room". 


This demonstrates the unfairness of his attitude. I+ is general 
information that it was the client's intention to build a central 
heating and cooling plant to service the buildings in the Jackson 
Square; when it proved no longer feasible to provide a central 
cooling plant, the Theatre budget was increased by $242,000 for the 
cooling plant to be placed in the Theatre, and now that it has been 
proved no longer feasible to provide a central downtown heating plant, 
we have had to build a boilerhouse on the roof of our building which 
will cost a little more than $100,000 and we are supposed to do this 
within the Vimits of our already firm contract price. This is an 


impossible burden and a most unreasonable attitude on the part of 


Mr. Monaghan. 


DAs 


Mrs Rourt's Report = 


We would agree with Mr. Rouff that Frid is an innocent party and at this 
stage we would go one step further, since we are qualified so to do, and 
praise the standard of workmanship of the company; it is quite obvious 


that they are enthused with the task before them. 


Bottom of Page 2 
"Problem #1" - You are asked the question: "Did G-J adequately provide 
for the participation of his consultants in the partial project management 


“ system?" 


The answer is categorically YES. The reason That this is not specifically 
mentioned in any of the consultant's contracts is simply that it js not our 
usual policy to enter into formal contracts with other consultants. Only 
SNC Filer Ltd., who in May of 1970, after the basic design of the project 
had been completed, requested a contract with the Architect. There is 
ample evidence to show. that the Partial Management System was discussed 
with all consultants on numerous occasions. Mr. Rouff makes a point of 

the fact that there is no reference to Partial Project Management in 

SNC Filer's contract and at this stage we must refer to two important 


dates. On February 24, 1970 the first meeting on Partial Project 


Management was held. The minutes state: 


"The purpose of the meeting was for the Architect and 
Construction Economists to explain further the Partial 
Project Management system to be employed on the Hamil! ton 
Civic Theatre project". 

The second date to note’ is May 1970, three months later,-when the 
SNC Filer contract was signed. At that time SNC Filer Ltd. were 


obviously fully conversant with the method by which we proposed to manage 
the contract - neither they nor the Iucniteet felt that it was necessary 
to add anything about Project Management to the contract, especially 

as their particular work did not require them to produce separate rough 
working drawings, but only to develop their structural drawings in 


accordance with our schedule as in a traditional method of operation. 


We can assure you that all of our consultants forming the design team, 
with the exception of Mr. Filer - and we have not checked with him - are 
willing to state in writing that they were willing to work under this 
particular system. As we advanced into the contract the only reservations 
that were expressed were expressed by Keith & Quist, who informed us that 
although they were willing to continue to co-operate in assisting in the 
preparation of Schedules of Approximate Quantities for mechanical and 
electrical work, it was, in their opinion, not the best way of handling 
the mechanical and electrical contracts and that they recommended that the 
two trades be handled in either of two ways - 

(a) by the traditional method, that is, to wait untif the mechanical 
and electrical drawings had been finalized, and then to receive 


tenders on the final drawings; or 
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(b) they were willing to sit down with Hanscomb Roy Associates, the 
Cost Consultant, and to work out with them a realistic estimate 
of the cost of the mechanical and electrical work, and that this 
would be carried as an allowance by the General Contractor at the 


time of tender. 


We took the matter to the Client for a decision, and the Client decided 
to proceed on the basis of Schedules of Approximate Quantities. This 
matter has been adequately dealt with on page 5 of my report dated 


POPs Looe. Mire, JoOhmenri mole. 


Pade. 5.— Poraqraph. | 
The statement which Mr. Rouff attributes to the Architect - "that Quist 


& Associates and Keith Associates Ltd. were not paid to check schedules" - 
has been taken completely out of context, and is used by Mr. Rouff to Try 
and prove that we did not contractually bind our consultants to co-operate 
with the Partial Management Project System. The complete paragraph from 
which Mr. Rouff extracts his quotation reads as follows: 

(This quote is from page 5 - my report of April 2 to Mr. John Trimble) - 


"Since Keith and Quist had made it perfectly clear that they 
were not qualified to judge the Schedule of Approximate 
Quantities for mechanical and electrical work, it seems 
obvious to us, though apparently not to Hanscomb Roy, that 
a meeting to discuss the Schedule of Approximate Quantities 
would not be agreeable to Quist and Keith. Quist and Keith 
were not paid to check schedules, whereas Hanscomb Roy were, 
and it was the responsibility of Hanscomb Roy to measure 
accurately the rough working drawings and to interpret them 


into their schedules. They are the only members of the team 
qualified to do this work", 


*y Mil = ii tl 7 

iS oom “1+ 

rh > > A ae 

| ; . > 6d Galleee —— 
20) (aS (ire Create 


"y @ 


0 Ss Sen. <i) pore 
=—aTP © . s 


een ke 


tr = 1. si = : ion ; 


7 
os 


We can do no more than state the obvious, that Quist and Keith co-operated 
to the full, but were not willing to check work for which they have no 


formal training and qualifications. 


The Consultants' Conference Reports, of which there are well over 100, 

are packed with information showing the tremendous co-operation which all 
consultants, with the exception of one, have given to this project. These 
reports are open for inspection in the Architect's office to any interested 
party directly concerned with the project. All consultants agree that they 
were contractually bound by verbal agreement to work together and to 


co-operate under the Partial Project Management system. 


. Page 3 - Second paragraph 


Mr. Rouff makes the following statement: "HRA received little co-operation 
from G-J's electrical and mechanical consultants (See Hanscomb Roy 
Associates eaacray Os March 23, 1971 - Page 8)". On fooking up this 
reference in Hanscomb Roy's report we find that Hanscomb Roy state: 


"Mr. James P. Keith and Quist & Associates made it quite 

clear that they would not take any responsibility for the 
quantities established by Hanscomb Roy Associates. Mechanical 
and electrical consultants did in fact work with us, and the 


relationship was good". 


The lack of co-operation referred to by Mr. Rouff has been deduced from the 


remainder of the sentence, which is as follows - 


" 3.,... however, it must seem incredible that we did not have 
a meeting with them (Quist) to discuss the Schedules of 
Approximate Quantities and the tender drawings and 
specifications before tenders were called. Our written 


request for such a meeting went unanswered". 


As we explained in our report to Mr. Trimble on April 2 (See Appendix D), 


Quist never received a firm request from Hanscomb Roy Associates for 
such a meeting, otherwise one would have certainly been called. What 
they did receive from Hanscomb Roy was the following comment at the end 
OT aeleiter = 

"| (Hanscomb Roy Associates) shall be happy to discuss this 

along with any other points that may arise from your 

perusal of our schedules at your convenience." 
It so happens that Quist, having looked at the schedules without going 
into them in any depth - since they were not qualified so to do - did have 
one query and they discussed this over the telephone with Hanscomb Roy 


Associates. No other meeting to discuss the Schedules of Quantities was 


ever requested by Hanscomb Roy Associates. 


The conclusions drawn by Mr. Rouff as to the lack of co-operation by the 
consultants are misleading, and we must categorically and most emphatically 
insist that it be clearly understood - and we say this with the full 
authority of the complete design team, with the exception of the one 
consultant who was removed - that all consultants co-operated to a greater 
extent than their contractual obligation required. To suggest that a man 

is not co-operating simply because he refuses to check something for which 
he is totally unqualified is like asking a G.P. in attendance at a brain 
operation to check to see that a Neuro-Surgeon is carrying out the operation 
properly. The G.P. might be co-operating with every nerve in his body, but 


he just is not qualified to check the operation. 


Page 3 
"Problem #2" - Question: "Who was responsible for the cost overruns in the 
Structural portion of the project?" Mr. Rouff states: "There is some 
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suggestion that the structural portions of the project were overdesigned". 
We regret to say that this demonstrates Mr. Rouff's confusion. In our 
opinion it was satisfactorily proven to the Construction Management Team 
ia; 2 Structural portion of Tne east annex wes overdésigned and, as 
Architects for the project, we took remedial action to pressure the 
structural engineer (SNC Filer Ltd.) into -reducing the amount of concrete 
and reinforcing steel in this area. The structural engineer eventually 
agreed to reduce his design. However, the important thing here is for 
Mr. Rouff to look at the dates so that he may see why he has drawn the 
wrong conclusion with regard to costs. He is correct in stating that 

at C.M.T. Meeting #30, September 1, 1970 Hanscomb Roy Associates pointed 
, out the question of structural overdesign in the east annex and it was 
several weeks later before we were able to obtain the calculations of a 
third structural consultant to verify this and to obtain the agreement 

of the original engineer to reduce his structure. In the meantime, tenders 
had been called based on the Schedule of Approximate Quantities, and one 
must presume that Hanscomb Roy Associates based their quantities on the 
original engineer's overdesign since they had no authority from us to 
make any change until we had had the matter thoroughly checked out. 
Therefore at a later date when the final drawings had been revised and 
the overdesian removed from the drawings, it must be obvious to everyone 
that there was a reduction in the cost of the concrete and reinforcing 


work for the East Annex. 


Mr. Rouff correctly states: "In my opinion, Garwood-Jones had an obligation 


to his client to see that the building was not ‘overdesigned! at additional 
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cost to the client''. We couldn't agree more. However, just as the City 
relied on the Architect to see that the building was not overdesigned, so 
the Architect in turn relied on his consultants not to overdesign. Contrary 
to Mr. Rouff's statement the Architect was able to rectify the situation 

and to the best of his knowledge there is no "overdesign" in the present 
design. If Mr. Rouff has properly substantiated information to the 

contrary (prepared by a consulting structural engineer), he has a duty to 


bring it to the Client's and the Architect's attention. 


Page 5 


Mr. Rouff states: "There is some evidence that his (the Architect's) 
electrical and mechanical consultants refused to participate in the 
* Partial Project Management System in the latter stages of the pre- 


Consiruerion period.” 


Mr. Rouff bases this on the flimsiest of evidence based on two points: 

(a) that Hanscomb Roy Associates were obliged to produce some drawings 
of their own, and 

(b) that Quist & Keith would not take any responsibility for the 


Schedule of Approximate Quantities. 


The question one & Keith taking responsibility has been adequately 
covered in my reply to Mr. Monaghan's report and is also covered on page 5 
of my report of April 2. With regard to the question of Hanscomb Roy 
Associates preparing their own drawings, it must be stated that there were 


10 rough sketches on each of which was clearly marked - "Tentative (name of 
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drawing), established for Schedule of Approximate Quantities only". Of 
these drawings 4 had already been prepared by our consulting engineers 

but were to a large extent apparently ignored by Hanscomb Roy in their 
preparation of Schedules of Approximate Quantities, and of the remaining 
drawings it would have been preferable if Hanscomb Roy in their Schedules 
of Approximate Quantities had allowed the electrical sub-contractors to 
calculate their own quantities of such items as wiring and conduit, as 
they would normally have under a traditional contract. It must be clearly 
understood that it was Hanscomb Roy's decision to take off quantities 

for most, but not all, of these particular items which are not normally 


shown on a consultant's drawing. 


Pagen6 


Mr. Rouff appears to be giving the impression that a "secret" meeting was 
held in a dark corner of City Hall. Mr. Rouff states "Nathwani and 
Monaghan attempted to determine if there are any minutes of this meeting. 
Nathwani advises that the meeting was held on October 2, 1970 ....e0e 3 

No minutes can be located ......; that there is evidence to show that the 
meeting Was held! .inv.«ss srroom is booked: ineMrs. Ry Morrison's diary ....3 
R.C. Monaghan's diary refers to IT .....3; E.A. Simpson remembers the 


meeting but could find no minutes. He does not remember if he took minutes." 


Why the confusion? Why didn't Mr. Monaghan inform Mr. Rouff that he 
(Mr. Monaghan) was present at the meeting held in Committee Room No. 233 
at 4 p.m. on October 2, 1970 and covered by the Architect's Conference Report 


#132, a copy of which he has in his possession. 
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To link this meeting with cost overruns is totally misleading. The purpose 
of the meeting was for the joint Co-ordinating and Building Committees to 
receive the Construction Management Team's recommendations on tenders for 


presentation to the Board of Control on October 5, 1970. 


At this stage we had just received the mechanical and electrical tenders 

and these were included in the general contractor's figure which was 
presented to the Committees. Mr. Monaghan is incorrect in informing 

Mr. Rouff that Controller J. MacDonald raised questions at this meeting 
concerning Hanscomb Roy's estimate of the total cost of mechanical and 
electrical work. Why would he be questioning Hanscomb Roy's estimate when 

at that time we all had In front of us the mechanical! and electrical tenders? 
" |f my memory is correct (and | have discussed this with other persons who 
were present, and they agree with me) Controller MacDonald put in a brief 
appearance at the meeting, long enough to hear what the low mechanical 

and electrical tenders were (he already knew the General Contractor's 

total figure). | do not remember him making any comment. The following is 

a list of those present for the full meeting: 

Mayor V.K. Copps, Mr. J. McNie, Mr. J. Trimble, Mr. B. Gillespie, 

Alderman W. Powell, Alderman J. Stowe, Mr. E. Simpson, Mr. A. Davidson, 

Mr. L. Chater, Mr. W. Cockman, Mr. B. Bragoli, Alderman J. MacDonald, 
Alderman G. Morrow, Mr. J. Jones, Mr. R. Monaghan, Mr. R. Cartmell, Mr. E. Hall, 


Mr. S. Donnell, Mr. H. Lennard, Mr. T. Garwood-Jones. 


It must be rather obvious that cost overruns and Hanscomb Roy's low 


estimates were not discussed at this meeting! 
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Page 8 
"Problem #5 - Did G-J authorize Frid to proceed with construction of the 
structural work without receiving the consent of the City to the increased 


levels of cost?" 


Mr. Rouff goes on to state "it appears that G-J authorized Frid to proceed 
with construction of the structural work as increased by the final 


structural drawings without consulting the City". Again Mr. Rouff appears 


to be confused. The City authorized the structural work to commence in 


accordance with the final structural drawings when it gave authority for 
Frid Construction to commence constructing the building. -It will be obvious 


TO anyone connected with our project to realize That any construction work 

has to be based on the final structural drawings and not the rough working 
drawings. Again it must be stated that the rough working drawings were 

purely for the purposes of establishing approximate quantities on which the 
contractors submitted their bids. However, every single cubic yard of concrete, 
steel beam or door knob is built or placed in position according to the final 
working drawings and this applies from the very first day that the 

General Contractor moves onto the site. With regard to the structural 

work we were not informed by the Construction Economist until February 2, 


1971, approximately five months later, that this work would be substantially 


over budget. 


Page 8 
"Problem #6" - Mr. Rouff raises the question - "Did G-J authorize Frid 

to permit Cosens Electric Ltd. (electrical sub-contractor), Goodram 

Bros. Ltd. (mechanical sub-contractor) to proceed with the mechanical and 
electrical work (at this stage they were beginning to order equipment) 
despite not having received permission from the City in the light of the 


increased costs of these parts of the project?" 


Mr. Rouff appears to answer this question satisfactorily with his first 
paragraph on Page 12: "The above evidence indicated that G-J did 

authorize work on the electrical and mechanical portions of the project 

to proceed without having received the City's approval for the increased 
Se ht Gd had not authorized work to proceed, the cost of the electrical 
and mechanical portions of the project may have undergone additional 
increases (see letters from Cosens and Goodram Bros. to Frid dated March 18, 
1971 advising that costs will escalate if not authorized to proceed by 


Marehy 26. 1971)" 


However, a further brief explanation is necessary. 1n December 1970 we made, 
in conjunction with Hanscomb Roy Associates, certain changes to the 
electrical contract to further reduce the cost. Upon receiving the 

changes the electrical sub-contractor asked for authorization to place 
orders immediately for the equipment since it differed from that shown 

on the rough working drawings and the Schedule of Approximate Quantities, 


and, at this time, he also informed us that the cost of stee! was rising 
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and he wished to place his orders before the rising cost of steel 
increased the cost of the fixtures and fittings. He was, therefore, 
authorized to place his orders immediately, to avoid the Client's 


being burdened with the additional costs. At that time we had no 


knowledge of the overrun of either the mechanical or electrical contracts. 


The second time we were obliged to authorize the General Contractor to 
instruct Cosens Electric Ltd. and Goodram Bros. Ltd. to place their 

orders to avoid escalation costs was on March 26, 1971, after the full 
extent of the mechanical and electrical increase was know to the Client. 

At this time the Architect gave the Client seven days! notice that he would 
be obliged to instruct the mechanical and electrical sub-contractors to order 
“hele materials unless he heard to the contrary from the Client. The 
Client did not issue any instructions to the effect that the order was 

not to be placed and, therefore, orders were given on March 26, 1971 for 
the sub-trades to go ahead and place their orders. Failure on the 
Architect's part to give these instructions would have cost the City 
anything from $10,000 - $20,000 in escalation costs on the mechanical 

and electrical work. It should be borne in mind that the Architect's 
authority for placing the order can be taken from a letter from the 
Chairman of the Building Committee dated February 1, 1971 (before the 
mechanical and electrical cost overruns were known). In the letter, the 
Chairman of the Building Committee was asking the C.M.T. and the Technical 


Advisory Committee for a "re-appraisal of where we stand in relation to 
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actual time and cost compared to forecasted time and cost, together with 


a revised forecast of time and cost". And, in the last paragraph of his 


letter he goes on to state: "Accordingly, until the above determination has 
been made all possible expenditure alternatives should be kept open. If, 
in the interim, particular commitments must be made, prudence suggests that 
the most economical courses must be followed even if they fal! short of 

the degree of perfection sought". That to us appeared to be sound advice 


and we followed it. 


Pade: iz 


"Problem #7 - Who is responsible for any delays that may have been incurred?" 


Mr. Rouff states, "SNC Filer Ltd. was behind schedule in the production of 
structural drawings from about mid-1970 on and was continually pressed by 


G-J for speedier service". 


While it is true that SNC Filer Ltd. were behind schedule in the production 
of their drawings, they were, after continuous prodding by the Architect, 
able to develop their drawings to a sufficient extent that they were able 
to supply Hanscomb Roy with enough information to enable Hanscomb Roy to 
take off quantities for the minimum requirement of 90% of the contract 


amount by the end of August 1970, shortly before going out to tender. 


It was not until October 1970 that problems arose with the supply of 
drawings from SNC Filer, and these did not become acute until November when 
+he lack of structural information from SNC Filer Ltd. started to impede 


+he General Contractor's work schedule. At this stage the General 
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Contractor filed a claim based on delays in the supply of information. 
This claim the Architect rejected. However, it was clear to us that 
another claim was imminent and that this time it could possibly be 


substantiated unless we took remedial action. We do not intend to go 
inte al leof Phe points which had to be considered at this Time; they 
are well documented in correspondence and minutes of various meetings. 
lt is sufficient to state that it was by a unanimous decision of the 
C.Mals, end With the approval of Board of Control, thar SNC Filer Ltd. 
was removed from the design team and replaced by Omen Lee & Associates 
Ltd. At that time the Architect personally paid for a resident engineer 
to be employed on a full-time basis on the site for approximately 

6 months in order that the City would not be exposed to a claim for 
lack of complete structural information. The resident engineer was 
able to answer immediately any queries that arose on the site, and to 
settle any queries that arose from the interpretation of SNC Filer's 


drawings. 


Although we very much regret that the above action with respect to 

SNC Filer Ltd. was necessary, it was made in the best interests of the 
Client and the project, and it is completely incorrect for Mr. Rouff 
to deduce from the above that the City was involved in any additional 


e 


cost whatsoever. 


Page 12 - Last paragraph 


Mr. Rouff states that "Mr. Monaghan also advises that some of the 
Architect's drawings were 'free-hand sketches! and that this caused some 


difficulty for those persons having to work from the Architect's drawings". 
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The whole object of preparing rough working drawings is to convey to The 
consultants and the quantity surveyors as much information as is possible 
before the final cut-off date for Schedules of Quantities. This is the 
essence of Partial Project Management. The statement by Mr. Monaghan 
that "'free-hand sketches' caused some difficulty" can in no way be 


substantiated. 


Pace. 12 


"Problem #8 - Who had knowledge of the cost overrun?" 


It is completely erroneous for Mr. Rouff to state that Mr. Eric Heald rad 
notice of cost overruns on December 17, 1970 on the grounds that that was 
. the day that he received the Architect's letter of December 16, 1970. 
A quote from the Architect's letter addressed to Mr. Hall reeds: 
"With regard to your recent discussions with Mr. McAslan 
regarding the possibility that Frid may run into higher 
mechanical and electrical costs due to the fact that 
Goodram and Cosens have not been able to place orders, 
may we refer you to Construction Meeting Report #8. 
The purpose of this meeting was to ascertain from both 
Goodram and Cosens priorities of equipment which they 
wish to order at an early date in order to avoid a 
possible increase in material costs". 
It should be obvious that Goodram and Cosens were asking for 


authorization to place orders in order to avoid a possible increase 


in material costs. This had nothing to do with the overrun in the 


mechanical and electrical work. 


Again, Mr. Rouff states that on December 18, 1970 Mr. Hall wrote to 
Hanscomb Roy Associates informing them that "Cosens Electric Eide ls 


talking of a $100,000 extra for lighting in lobbies". We naturally 
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carried out an investigation into this matter and the total revised 
cost for lobby lighting fixtures was approximately $2,000 extra and not 
$100,000. Mr. Hall in his letter of December 18, 1970 to Hanscomb Roy 
Associates goes on to say - 

"also waht To remind you, although | am sure if is not 

necessary, that we have yet to secure tenders on sound 

and vibration control, lighting and sound systems, with 

clear_indications they wil! all exceed Hanscomb Roy's 

original allowances on which Frid's tender and our turnkey 

cost was determined and approved by Council". 
Of the three items mentioned here, one came in over budget (sound- 
vibration control) and two came in under budget - lighting and sound 
systems. From this it can be deduced that Mr. Hall's source of information 
was not as "reliable" as he suggests. In retrospect it is easy to argue 
that anyone that said the project was going over budget was right, and 
anyone that said that the budget was 'on' or ‘under' was wrong. Speaking 
for Hanscomb Roy Associates, we feel that if there was any proven evidence 


of cost overruns it should have been presented to them in a clear and 


precise manner. 


Page 14 
Mr. Rouff states that "G-J and HRA also appeared to be aware of the 


possibility of cost overruns at about the same time. (See minutes of two 
Construction Meetings held on December 9, 1970 to discuss "difference 


between latest drawings and rough working drawings')". 


Again, Mr. Rouff has misconstrued this as being evidence of increased cost. 


The minutes of the meeting state the fol lowing: 


"The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Schedules of 
Approximate Quantities, the difference between the latest 
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drawings and the rough working drawings, ordering procedures 
and the method of measurement and payment based on final 
drawings". 

During the meeting Mr. Donnell (Hanscomb Roy Associates) stated: 


"that discrepancies between the tender drawings and 
Schedules of Approximate Quantities were expected as 


the Schedules covered items that could not be drawn 
on the drawings at time of tender due to the shortage 
Of Time”, 


I+ should be remembered that at that time we were still under the 


impression that we were on or very close to the budget figure. 


Mr. Rouff is correct in stating that on December 14, 1970 Hanscomb Roy 
Associates wrote to the Architect and made reference to "opinions abroad 
as to possible budget overruns", and they went on to say that they must 

be kept advised of "proposed necessary deviations from the original 
documents ...... so that offsetting savings can be effected elsewhere”. 
The Architect replied on December 16, 1971 and pointed out to Hanscomb 

Roy that there were three specific areas of the building where it appeared 
almost certain that we were going over budget and he asked for their 
guidance as to how to deal with the matter. The Architect never received 
a reply to his letter - only a verbal assurance that he was generally on 


budget. 


Page 14 - Final paragraph 
Mr. Rouff stated that "On December 29, 1970 Eric Hall wrote to Jack 


McNie, carbon copy to J. Trimble, stating Viereeleotr tS my GULP ers. 10 
officially notify you and John Trimble ..... that in my opinion there is 
no way of staying within our budget of $8,500,000.' Jack McNie had a meeting 


with me (Rouff) on May 4, 1971 and stated that 'everyone' knew about the 
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cost overruns by that time". 


Mes ROUth Goes On To state thar he can find no record of Eric Hall, John 
Trimble or Jack McNie having formally communicated the existence of cost 
overruns to the Board of Control at the time the overruns first became 
apparent in December 1970. We are sure that Messrs. Hall, McNie and Trimble 
are well ablé fo defend their position in ae matter; however, it should 

be noted that it was impossible for Mr. McNie or Mr. Trimble to have any 
idea of the extent of cost overruns at this stage, for the very simple 
reason that we didn't know, and therefore think it reasonable to assume 


that they did not know either. 


Paul that particular time we knew that certain structural items had increased, 
especially in the area of the stage litis, but it must be remembered that 
we were carrying a $100,000 allowance for additional structural work in 

this area and it was only right that we should assume that this additional 
structural work was well within the $100,000 allowance until we were 

advised to the contrary. We did not know that the increase in the 


structural work was beyond the budget until February 2, 1971. 


Page 15 
Mr. Routt states that ".... neither HRA nor G-J advised the City that 


there would be an increase in the cost of the structural work until 


February: 2, 1971". 


We cannot speak for Hanscomb Roy Associates, but we can certainly assure 
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the City that we advised them of cost overruns immediately they were 


poinred out TO Us. 


Mr. Rouff also states: “However, the loss of control over the project by 
HRA and G-J and their failure to confront the City with the facts of the 
cost overrun would seem to minimize the City's responsibility for any 


delays that were incurred". 


We strongly object to the unsubstantiated statement that we were 
responsible for any loss of control over the project, and it must be 
clearly understood that at no time were we responsible for cost control. 
lt was certainiy not part of our contract. Cost control is clearly 


_spelled out in the contract between the City and Hanscomb Roy Associates. 


Page 16 
Mr. Rouff indicates that, "in addition, statements made by HRA and G-J 


during January and February 1971 concerning the cost of the project are 
at best ambiguous". We have already stated many times that cost control 
of this project was not our responsibility, or to put it a little more 
succinctly, we were not paid by the City to control the cost, and if any 
statements that we made during January and February were ambiguous it was 
because there were no clear-cut statements made by the City's Cost 
Consultants Rearend cost overruns at that time. Again, we repeat that 


the City knew immediately of cost overruns as soon as our office was 


informed. 
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In conclusion, we wish to say that we have devoted more time and energy 
to this project than to any on which we have previously worked, and while 
much of this time has been well spent, a certain amount has been wasted 
and has involved us in considerable extra expense. The writing of reports 
and certain items of correspondence have, in our opinion, been completely 


non-productive and not in the best interests of the project. 


My own office theatre team of nine professionals have worked exceedingly 
hard, involving many evenings and weekends. They have given up their 
vacations and devoted much energy over and above that which might normal ly 


be expected just to keep this project on schedule. 
We trust we will not be obliged to write any more reports of this nature. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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DEDEGRHE 


TELEPHONE 547-0183 


Aueuet 30, 1974 


Trevor P. Garwood-Jones, Architect, 
120 Hughson Street South, 
Hamilton, Ontario. 


Attention: Mr. Trevor P. Garwood-Jones 


Re: Hamilton Theatre-Auditorium - Our Project #6901 
Reports of July 12th and 13th, 1971 by the 
Corporation of The City of Hamilton 


Gentlemen: 


Copies of the following reports with respect to above project, 
received from your office on August 18th, have been examined and assessed 
by principals and senior members of this firm - in collaboration with our 
engineering associates - Keith Associates Limited of Toronto and 
Montreal: - particularly regarding our specialities. 


a) Confidential Report on the Hamilton Theatre-Auditorium dated 
July 12th, 1971, prepared by K. A. Rouff - city solicitor. 


b) Confidential Report on the Hamilton Theatre-Auditorium dated 
July 13th, 1971, prepared by R. C. Monaghan - co-ordinator - 
Civic Square Development, 


We do not intend to reiterate herein all our previous comments or 
documentation concerning the subject matter of these reports. Listed 
below are our letters to you, which we have always considered to form 
the basis of our contractural arrangement with respect to this project. 


electrical —~— mechanical —— industrial 
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A) our letter of March 12th, 1970 outlining the basis of our retention 
as your mechanical and electrical consultants - up-dating our 
previous proposals. 


B) our letter of August 30th, 1970 regarding the "partial project 
management" arrangement and additional involvement of this 
organization. 

C) our letter of August 27th, 1970 in which we clearly outlined our 


recommen dation and position with respect to the approximate 
bills or quantities'' as applied to the mechanical and electrical 
trades. 


During a meeting at City Hall on January 28th, we were present 
to hear Hanscomb Roy Associates explain partial project management (as 
they proposed it) to the owner's representatives. Subsequently, we (both 
Keith and Quist) attended a mecting in your office on February 24th, to 
discuss how the ''design team" could fully co-operate with this scheme 
in order to expedite and commence construction in October ofthat year. 
About this time, we also tried (unsuccessfully and on a verbal basis 
only) to convince you of the advantages of the full project management method 
of tendering. Upon being informed of the clients preference for the “partial 
scheme'' we considered the decision as final and proceeded with our work 
in the most expedient manner. Hence, for anyone to state that we were not 
acquainted with the system or did not co-operate is to say the least untrue. 


In our letter of March 30th, 1971, we clearly outlined our position 
with respect to the report of Hanscomb Roy Associates one week earlier. 
For anyone, including Messrs. Rouff and Monaghan, to insinuate or to 
state that we did not co-operate with the construction economists 1s 
completely unfounded and not substantiated by the facts (especially during 
the critical months of June, July, August and September 1970), when our 
OLlice: 


a) deferred annual holidays of those members of our staff working 
on this project. 


b) hired several additional personnel for approximately three months. 

eC) issued progress prints and specifications to HRA as required and 
available. 

d) worked regular overtime equal to almost 50% of a normal work 


period during July and August. 
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e) met with you, other consultants, and HRA representatives as 
required - both during and after normal working hours. 


f) expedited information to meet their requirements and/or requests. 
g) offered the use of office facilities at this address. 

h) rescheduled work on other projects in our office wherever possible. 
i) met with their representative concerning the "critical path 


a W 
planning . 


j) suggested and permitted direct discussions between them, various 
manufacturers, specialist consultants and your office. 


k) scheduled production of drawings and specifications for 90 - 95% 
by end of August after the owner rejected our recommendation 
not to proceed with the approximate bills of quantities as applied 
to the electircal and mechanical trades. 


Anticipating the inherent difficulties in preparing the approximate 
bills of quantities of the mechanical and electrical systems, we felt obliged 
to produce drawings that were 90% complete in the critical and bish cost 
areas. Our design was complete and all large equipment finalized and 
detailed for areas such as fan rooms, electrical rooms and mechanical 
rooms. If this is not complete and full co-operation by this office, then 
we are at a definite loss to know what is meant by the term "co-operation". 


Our professional responsibility and attitude with respect to the 
"approximate bills of quantities" is summed up very clearly in our letter 
of August 27th as well as your report of April 2nd. However, we must 
mention that our main reason for recommending against such a method 
was because of the extreme difficulty in controlling the successful 
contractor's prices once the owner is ''locked-in'" under these conditions. 
It must also be fully appreciated that we considered ourselves professionally 
unqualified to assess such items, to advise or check the performance of 
specialists retained by the owners specifically for this work. At the same 
time, HRA's reference to a letter of September 9th, 1970, requesting a 
meeting is incorrect; also this letter was received afterthe issue of our 
"rough working drawings’ to meet above schedule. wus 
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For anyone group or individual - see statement at bottom of pg. #11 of 

Ne. f. C. Motaghean's report --as an example, to insinuate or state that 

the architect failed to coalesce an hormonious working design team and 
resolve most differences of opinion between consultants is not in keeping 

with the situation as seen by this office. Naturally ona project of this 
magnitude and involvement, there would be some differences of opinion - 

see our previous documentation with respect to the approximate bills 

of quantities - but we know of only one exception where you obviously 

must have felt obliged to take a decisive step to maintain "harmony''. 


At this time, we wonder if all parties involved with this project, 
realize or appreciate that electrical and mechanical drawings and 
specifications are prepared ina “language of their own" to convey technical 
and other specific requirements, codes, eviteria, etic. that must be met. 
Also to interpret same, the other party (contractor or owner) must be 
proficient in this language in order to translate words and drawings: into 
pills of material, units of labour and other costs for a budget estimate or 
a signed tender proposal, For someone, other than experienced quantity 
surveyors or estimating personnel normally on the staff of these contractors, 
to attempt to do so can be grossly misleading. Of course a similar 
situation applies to the ability to assess such drawings and specifications 
and assess the percentage complete at a specific period. 


After closely re-examining your report of April 2nd, Levi, we 
feel obliged to re-emphasize our complete agreement in general with the 
statements, figures, documentation etc. contained therein. At the same 
time, we strongly believe that HRA's report of March 23rd, 1971, adroitly 
ignores the main issue - that their bills of approximate quantities prepared 
in 1970 were, and have since proven to be, not a true or complete 
representation of our rough working drawings and specifications. At the 
same time it must be appreciated and acknowledged that "design of the 
mechanical and electrical systems is our entire responsibility to you and 
any variance between same and what appears to be a hastily or inaccurately 
prepared budget must be judged by a responsible and knowledgeable 
representative of the owners". 


For Mr. R. C. Monaghan to state in his report, quote - ''However, 
the principal reason for the cost escalation is that the drawings and 
specifications on which the General Contract was let were not sufficiently 
complete for the construction economists to prepare the schedules of 
approximate quantities to the 90% to 95% of the contract content which was 
the original objective, can not arbitrarily be assumed to apply to the 
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electrical and mechanical trades. Your report of April 2nd clearly 
emphasized the status of our rough working drawings and specifications 
and we have always maintained the same position - namely that in the form 
of drawings, specifications, sketches, meetings, telephone conversations, 
reference to drawings of other auditoria and miscellaneous projects, 

there was sufficient and adequate information available for them to have 
taken off quantities to within 90 - 95% of the final remeasurement fiSUTreSs. 


Admittedly we have stated in our letter and documentation of 
March lst, 1971 that there were some changes (mainly additional details, 
clarification and up-dating in accordance with latest architectural drawings) 
between our rough working drawings and specifications issued end of 
August and those issued for remeasurement in January 1971. These were 
well within the budget allowance of 10%, and the parameters of the partial 
project management scheme. Figures submitted were discus sed with the 
two trade sub-contractors and both substantiate our claim ~ see copies of 
letters attached which were addressed to your office. 


Several telephone conversations with Messrs. C. Brodeur, 
(mechanical specialist) and J. Arsenault (electrical specialist) from the 
Montreal office of HRA, continually gave us assurance that there were 
"no problems ~- we are on budget" etc. Both repeatedly stated that the 
changes between our rough working drawings and those issued for construc- 
tion in December 1970 were minor - Mr. Brodeur in his letter of January 1o, 
1971 to you and Mr. Arsenault via telephone conversations with our 
Mr. C. Palmers, In his letter of January 17th, 1971, Mr. Arsenault also 
states "if these changes are made you will effect a saving of $60,000" - 
see figures as given in your report of April 2nd - exhibit "E". If these 
are not endorsements by the construction economists and sub-contractors 
of our repeated statements that the drawings were 90% complete, then 
once more we are at a loss to know what interpretation to take. 


May we comment with respect to the "anticipated issue date of 
final working drawings and specifications for the mechanical and electrical 
trades being October 31st, 1970", which evolved from a meeting in your 
office on June 8th quote -- "advised by Mr. Keith that the mechanical and 
electrical work would take four months to completely design, after receipt 
of architect's drawings by July 8th. As long as these trades were within 
budget (and we so considered based on the tenders received in September and 
all verbal and written information received from HRA up to and including 
late January 1971) we did not consider these dates to be critical. Some minor 
changes were being made in the design to ensure that the architectural trades 
could be kept within budget and hence, same factors affecting our final 
design were still in the process of being finalized. 
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On-“any large and involved project, there are definitely soing to be 
change orders and site instructions even under the conventional method of 
designing, tendering and building. Acceptance of the "partial project 
management" or even a "full project management" scheme (by its very 
Habre “emery Startins Of CONS ruction berore the design of the whole 
project is 100% complete) - is (in our opinion) acceptance of the fact that 
there will be many changes to all trades involving both extras and credits. 


Reference to drawings being prepared by HRA is, in our opinion, 
Somewhat eroneous, as they were in actual fact only ''sketches'" and some 
circuiting diagrams applicable to these trades. During our design Mr. J. 
Arsenault assured us that these were no problem, he would be pleased to 
prepare them and that he was well acquainted with the normal ‘requirements 
or obligations" of the electrical sub-contractor in this matter. May we point 
Om tial thie nor eeneral or normal practice for consultants to prepare 
conduct wiring or circuiting layouts as these are best left to be measured 
and quoted by this Sub=trade during the tender period. This results in a 
two-fold advantage to ihe owner - competitive tendering utilizing the most 
economical advantage of accepted trade practice. 


Also of the ten in number supplementary electrical ''sketches" 
Prepared’ by HA, rour were duplicated in the rough working drawings 
preperedisy bb, hb, GN and this office. Most of the information for the 
remaining six was Shown on the appropriate drawings in sufficient detail 
to enable accurate quantities to be measured or suitable allowances could 
bavenoecisinciuced therein, Oi these ten drawings, four were for 
theatrical wiring details and were well laid out on B. B. & N drawings as 
issucd directly py them under their contractural agreement. 


irrespective or all reports SUbmitied to date with relerence to the 
elecirical-and mechanical trades; 1fis our considered. opinion that the basic 
PeAsoOnMmor tie present situation concerning budge over-run, time delay in 
settling same, approximate bills of quantities, annoyances, embarrassments, 
remeasurement ete, remains within the contractural responsibility of the 
Caon=(ruction Sconomisis = See outline Of Same in paragraph 3 on page 9 of 
Wer Re Cl WVoenswehan' s report, “We réfer specifically to the fact that 
(aecording 10 or imiormation) they were: 


a) to prepare the bills of quantities in accordance with our rough 
working drawings and specifications issued to the electrical and 
mechanical sub-trades at the end of August. 
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b) to keep the owner, architect, consultants etc. informed of the 
economic consequences of the appropriate design as dictated 
by specific and definite requirements laid down by various standards, 
codes and specialist consultants. 


Listed below is a concise summary of the salient points or facts as 
outlined above and all as carried out by this office with regard to prepara- 
tion of the drawings and specifications. 


a) we did co-operate with all parties involved. 


b) we did complete our rough working drawings and specifications 
on schedule. 


c) we emphasized in our design completion of critical and high 
cost areas such as mechanical & electrical rooms, duct layouts, 
power distribution diagrams etc. 


d) we expedited detailed specifications of the major pieces of electrical 
& mechanical equipment. 


e) we clearly stated our position with respect to the VAG proximate 
bills of quantity". 


f) we have stated our opinions with respect to comments of others 
where applicable. 


We trust above meets with your approval and that this matter can be 
resolved expediently as we are finding the present situation completely 
intolerable - professionally, technically and financially. This continuous 
attendance at non-productive meetings, preparation of reports and 
documentation, to say nothing of the expense of legal advice we have had to 
seek, is proving extremely expensive and time consuming. We are now 
at the cross-roads, where it is imperative that the matter he settled as 
we cannot continue to operate our business of providing professional 
engineering services (to you and our other clients) under these conditions. 


Yours truly, 


) Kk fe, B® PFA 
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Bernardsville N.d. 212-799-3049 
RUSSELL JOHNSON ASSOCIATES 


Mr. J. McNie, Chairman 

Coordinating Committee, Theatre-Auditorium Foundation 
c/o Russel! T. Kelley Agency 

627 Main Street East 

Hamilton, Ontario 


Sipyecrs aay taZ,o1o, 197) heporrs 
Hamilton Theatre-Auditorium 


Dear Mr. McNie, 


We have received copies of Mr. Rouff's Report of July 12, 1971 and 

Mr. Monaghan's Report of July 13, 1971, from your Architect. The bulk 
of these two reports discusses meetings | did not attend, correspondence 
| have never read, and items that are not related to the aspects of the 
building included within the areas of my expertise. | would like To 
make some comment, however, on some portions of the reports. 


I'm not certain what biographical material you have received on me, so 
attached is a copy of the biography issued by BBN on May 10, 1970. This 
biography lists most of my publications and professional papers, and 
includes a partial list of projects. 


The July reports infer that your Architect failed to produce sufficiently 
complete drawings and specifications at various points of the Schedule, 
that he failed to achieve a team that could work together harmoniously; 
+hat some members of the Architect's team have been uncooperative, and 
that the issued Project Instructions, Site Instructions, and Contemp | ated 
Change Notices are proof of the incompleteness of the final working draw- 
ings. 


On the basis of my extensive experience in the United States and Canada, 
and my intimate acquaintance with the Theatre-Auditorium specifications 
and drawings at various points of the schedule, | am astounded by These 
inferences. 


| have been intimately involved as a member of BBN in the design of 
most of the recent civic auditoriums in Canada, such as Opera Hall, 
National Arts Centre, Ottawa; Centennial Concert Hall, Winnipeg; Place 
des Arts, Montreal; Salle Frechette, Quebec City; Arts and Culture 
Centre, St. Johns Newfoundland; Saskatchewan Centre for the Arts, 
Regina. In terms of value achieved per dollar expended, Hamilton wil | 
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have the results of one of the most conscientious and thorough archi- 
tectural design efforts since 1945 in Canada or the U.S., in the field 
oT auditorium and Thearre design. 


The Theatre-Auditorium upon completion will reinforce in an active way 
Hamilton's growing importance in Ontario and in Canada, and in large 
measure the future impact of this building as a symbol of Hamilton's 
growing role must be attributed to the competence of your architect, 
his professional experience, and particularly to the time, careful 
thought, and energy Mr. Garwood-Jones has personally devoted to the 
Dro sect. 


It is often felt that professionals of real stature can only be found 

in distant places. Miami retains an architect from Toronto; Denver 
retains an architect from New York: Boston cal!s on an architect working 
in San Francisco. My experience with civic projects includes many 
refutations of this concept. And | believe there are natural reasons 
why an architect who is a resident of a community usually provides a 
better architectural service to his community. The local ly-based 
architect not only is emotionally involved in the welfare of his own 
community, but also has intimate and thorough knowledge of the needs 

and resources of various components of his community. 


In this instance, you have been fortunate to have the services of Mr. 
Garwood-Jones. He has, with the assistance of the Mayor and the 
Government of Hamilton, and the cooperation and hard work of The 
Theatre-Auditorium Foundation, achieved a building as carefully, or 
more carefully, designed as you would have obtained by searching out 
top-rank architects based in major North American cities. | would 
mention Europe here, but North American auditorium owners have wisely 
avoided European architects because the technology of operation of 
auditori ums built in Europe is so far-removed from operation procedures 
in Canada and the U.S. 


| know of no lack of cooperation in the working team assembled by the 
Architect other than that that can be deduced from the fact that the 
structural engineer was asked to leave. Except for structure, | have 
only seen evidence of actual cooperation within the team, abetted by 
a real spirit of cooperation which grew in part from the way your 
Architect administered the project. 


The state of completeness of the drawings at various points of the 
schedule was in my view unique. Only rarely in North America, in 
the field of auditorium design, have | observed within the drawings 
such meticulous completeness and evidence of real care, thought, and 
economy in detailing and architectural finishes. 
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Before closing this letter, | would like To briefly discuss Change 
Notices, Site Instructions, and Project Instructions. The quantity of 
these documents on your project to date is a mere fraction of what is 
considered normal in auditorium construction. The design and con- 
struction of auditoriums is one of the most complex fasks To be faced 
by architects and builders, and these documents are essential if the 
owner wants To achieve an auditorium in good working order at the 

date of completion. It can be noted, too, that documents of this type 
are an integral required aspect of Partial Project Management. When 
the City signed the HRA contract approving PPN, it was sanctioning 

a procedure which demands documents authorizing modifications of the 
General Contract subsequent to the signing of the General Contract. 
The quantity of Site Instructions, Contemplated Change Notices, and 
Propees Imsiruct ions tS not any indicarion of partial failure of your 
Architect to provide the Owner with an excellent set of Specifications 
and Drawings. To the contrary --- these documents authorizing modi fi- 
cations are in the interest of the Owner and are a normal and necessary 
procedure. 


We believe if ts in The interests of the City, subsequent to the July 
reports, that our comments be made available to all who received 
copies of the July 12/15, 1971 reports. . 


Respectful ly, 
RUSSELL WOGNSON ASSOCIATES 


(signed) 
Russel! Johnson 


Trevor P. Garwood-Jones ,Architect 
120 Hughson St S, 
Hamilton, Ont. 


Dear Trevor; 


Enclosed is the evaluation of the Civic Auditorium project that 
you requested, 


| trust that you will find it satisfactory for its purpose. 


Yours truly, 
CAZALY-OTTER LID. 
ot 


Laurence Cazaly, 
President 
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Eighty-Two Green Lane 
Thornhill, Ontario 
Phone (416) 8893-5844 


PROUT I REVIEW 
HAMILTON CIVIC THEATRE-AUDITORIUM 


Our assignment on this project was to examine technically feasible 
ways of achieving valuable architectural goals, and to explain the 
economic and construction merits of the various altematives. 


Although we have often suggested to the designers of complex 


projects that there would be great benefit in such an approach, Mr. 


Garwood-Jones was the first architect to enthusiastically respond 
to such a proposal. 


The parts of the program that we were involved with were ,the 
structural concept, particularlywith respect to the balconies and 
roof, the construction of the side walls of the auditorium, and the 
stage lifts. 


By a series of bi-lateral discussions with the architect, and tri- 
lateral discussions which included the cost consultants, solutions 
were arrived at which wereconsiderably cheaper than the first 
concept, yet which actually gained in architectural worth 
through successive revisions. As a result of our studies of stage- 
lift technology, for example, the first tentative price quoted of 
$250,000. became a firm price of almost half this amount. 


Our firm was not required to become involved with the production 
of detailed drawings, since this work was handled by another 
consultant. Our experiences with Mr. Garwood-Jones in the 
preliminary design stages, however, gave us the strong impression 
that, had we been so involved, our requirements would have been 
given sympathetic and sensitive consideration. 
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Eighty-Two Green Lane 
Thornhill, Ontario 
Phone (416) 889-5844 


cmt Hage 


In our experience it is most unusual to find an architect who can 

so successfully keep one eye on the needs of the client while 

keeping the other on the technical realities which limit his 

aspirations. On this project we were invited to offer our advice 

freely, wherever we thought it would be useful, and we gave none which 
was not understood and used to effect as the design developed. 


Because of the tremendous spirit of co-operation which existed, 

we consider the Civic Auditorium to be one of our most 

successful projects. Even though the part we played was very small, we 
frequently quote it to our clients as an example of modern team management. 
It is also because of this experience that Mr. Garwood-Jones is one 

of the short list of architects that we reccomend to others, even for 

work outside the Hamilton area, and for projects which are not 

neccessarily his specialty. 


~m-s & BA, 


